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1)^ Responsive to communication{s) filed on 03 August 2007 . 
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1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
6.360,808 to Twardowska et al. and further in view of WO 00/73236 to Skerdi (or the 
corresponding US 6,972.059) and US 3,815,665 to Baur. 

Twardowska et al. substantially shows the invention as claimed except that their 
exothermic compositions contain fluoride and that they do not show to the 
configuration of the sleeve. However, WO '236 shows that it is desirable to use a 
fluoride-free exothermic composition for forming feeder due to environmental and 
process-engineering reasons. The composition contains aluminum and 
magnesium as fuel. It would have been obvious to use the exothermic 
composition of Twardowska et al. free of fluoride and containing aluminum and 
magnesium as fuel in view of WO *236. (Fluoride functions as a catalyst (see 
Norton, col. 3, line 36+ and Takashima, col. 4. line 38+, The additional use of 
magnesium as fuel in WO' 236 is to act as igniting primer (see Montgomery, col, 
I, line 24+) to compensate the function of fluoride). Further, Baur shows that it is 
conventional to form the exothermic sleeve as a single piece having internal 
double chamfer at the bottom portion of the sleeve. The provision of internal 
double chamfer facilitates knock-off or removal of the riser waste metal (see, for 
example, col. 4, lines 46+) after or possibly even during shake out from the mold . 
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It would have been obvious to fornn the sleeve of the prinnary references with the 
configuration of Baur in view of the advantage. 
3. Claims 1-12 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US 6,360,808 to Twardowska et al. and further in view of WO 00/73236 to Skerdi (or the 
corresponding US 6,972,059) and DE 31 13 229. 

Twardowska et al. substantially shows the invention as claimed except that their 
exothermic compositions contain fluoride and that they do not show to form the 
sleeve as a single piece. However, WO '236 shows that it is desirable to use a 
fluoride-free exothermic composition for forming feeder due to environmental and 
process engineering reasons. The composition contains aluminum and 
magnesium as fuel. It would have been obvious to use the exothermic 
composition of Twardowska et al. free of fluoride and containing aluminum and 
magnesium as fuel in view of WO *236. (Fluoride functions as a catalyst (see 
Norton, col. 3, line 36+ and Takashima, col, 4, line 38+. The additional use of 
magnesium as fuel in WO' 236 is to act as igniting primer (see Montgomery, col. 
I, line 24+) to compensate the function of fluoride). Further, DE '229 shows that it 
is conventional to form the exothermic sleeve as a single piece having internal 
double chamfer at the bottom portion of the sleeve. The provision of internal 
double chamfer facilitates knock-off or removal of the riser waste metal in the 
subsequent processing step. It would have been obvious to form the sleeve of 
Twardowska et al. with the configuration of DE '229 in view of the advantage. 
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4. Applicant's arguments filed August 3, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

a. Applicant stated in page 5 of the response that US '850 to Fernandez 
does not disclose a fluoride-free exothermic composition. Since this reference 
has been removed as a reference for the rejection. The argument is moot. 

b. Applicant in page 9 of the response stated that US '808 to Twardowska et 
al. does not disclose a fluoride-free exothennic composition and the double 
chamfer in the inner wall of the sleeve. However, WO '236 to Skerdi and US 
'665 to Baur as well as DE '229, respectively, shows these features to be 
conventional. In response to applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See 
In re Keller. 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co.. 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

c. Applicant further stated in page 5 of the response that prior art does not 
show to form the chamfer from a mold and two cores. However, the only way to 
form the double chamfer structure of Baur in the cold-box forming process of 
Twardowska et al. is using two cores such that the cores can be removed from 
the formed sleeve. The core cannot be separated from the sleeve having 
doubled chamfer at the bottom portion if a single core were used in the cold-box 
forming process. 
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d. Applicant stated in page 7 of the response that US '665 to Baur discloses 
a refractory sleeve, not an exothermic sleeve, and the corresponding 
technologies and problems involved with fabricating refractory sleeves are 
substantially different. However, applicant failed to set forth in what way the 
corresponding technologies and the problem are different. The Baur cited 
hereinabove is simply to show that it is l<nown to form a sleeve as a single piece 
having double chamfer at its bottom portion. The sleeve structure of Baur has 
the advantage in that it is formed in a single step as opposed to the conventional 
way of forming a sleeve and a break core separately as shown in Fig. 1C of the . 
instant drawing. 

e. Applicant in page 7 of the response stated that in order to use the feeder 
shown in DE '229, a fluoride-free biscuit (breaker core) has to be used. 
However, none of the prior art references applied for the rejections supra 
mentions the use of breaker core in their processes. 

f. Applicant in page 8 of the response stated that the reason of using fluoride 
-free exothermic composition in WO '236 is different from that of instant process. 
Notwithstanding the difference, the scope of the claim does not define over the 
combined teachings of the prior art references. 

g. With respect to the provision of plug in the other opening as claimed, Baur 
also provides a cover for covering the top opening of the sleeve. The function of 
the cover is the same as that of claimed plug. Thus, the claimed plug is deemed 
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to be an obvious variation of sleeve structure of Baur. Further, in DE '229 tlie top 
cover 18 also performs the same function as the plug of instant application does. 

5. All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the application prior to the 
entry of the submission under 37 CFR 1.114 and could have been finally rejected on the 
grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the 
application prior to entry under 37 CFR 1.114. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL even though it is a first action after the filing of a request for continued 
examination and the submission under 37 CFR 1.114. See MPEP § 706.07(b). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kuang Y. Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-1 179. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10:00.-6:30,. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jonathan J. Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1177. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Infomriation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kuang Y. Lin/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1725 

8-7-07 



